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It is known that pigs raised in enriched environments express less aggressive behaviour. For this reason, a newmethod of cognitive
environmental enrichment was experimented at the University of Veterinary Medicine Hannover, Germany. In the first phase, 78
suckling piglets were trained to learn the link between a sound given by an electronic feeder and a feed reward in the form of
chocolate candies during a period of 8 days. In the second phase, the same piglets were used in resident-intruder tests to verify the
potential of the feeding system to interrupt aggressive behaviour. The analysis of all training rounds revealed that piglets learned
the commands during 8 days of training and the interest of the piglets increased within training days (𝑃 < 0.05). In the resident-
intruder test, 79.5% of aggressive interactions were broken by feeder activation. In interactions where either the aggressor or the
receiver reacted, a high number of fights were stopped (96.7% versus 93.1%) indicating that it was not relevant if the aggressor or the
receiver responded to the feeder activation.We conclude that the electronic feeding system has the potential to be used as cognitive
enrichment for piglets, being suitable for reducing aggressive behaviour in resident-intruder situations.

1. Introduction

In conventional pig production, pigs are usually kept without
litter on slatted or at least partially slatted floors. These
housing systems providing hygienic and economic benefits
are often characterized by a barren environment with scant
opportunities for playing or exploring and thus often not ful-
filling natural behavioural needs of pigs. Furthermore, group
compositions may change for several times in pig’s life, and
the social structure is disrupted. This procedure usually hap-
pens for the first timewhenpiglets areweaned, a very stressful
process, which can be accompanied by reduced well-being
and health problems [1, 2]. After separating from the sow,
unacquainted piglets of similar weight from different litters

are mixed, and naturally they will fight to establish a novel
social hierarchy. In order to avoid or reduce aggressive actions
after weaning and mixing, several measures were already
tried, such as odour masking agents, sedatives, regrouping
pigs in darkness, or equipping the pen with a hiding place
[3–8]. Most of these methods led only to a postponement
of aggressive behaviour after mixing, without reducing it
significantly. However, it was shown that environmental
enrichment has the potential to reduce aggressive behaviour
in groups of pigs and to avoid behavioural disorders [9].

A novel topic of research in this context is environ-
mental enrichment based on cognitive challenges. Inten-
tioned enrichment methods contain goal-directed learning
behaviour and are carried out using aversive or rewarding
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reinforcers. These methods are expected to have immensely
sustained potential to bring alternation as well as dis-
traction and therefore to reduce boredom and abnormal
behaviour, excitement, and fear behaviour [10–14]. Espe-
cially, enrichment devices which offer extrinsic reinforce-
ment (food, social access, etc.) as a reward have proved
to be effective [10]. Furthermore, cognitive tasks can lead
to positive emotions, because of a controllability and pre-
dictability of the environment. Especially the successful
coping with challenges induces positive experience and can
improve animal welfare [11, 12, 14–17]. In addition, cognitive
enrichment methods could be useful tools for an improved
behavioural management having the potential to reduce
unwanted behaviours and to reinforce desired behaviours
[11, 12, 14]. The mentioned methods are already applied
for a long time in zoos to train animals for a better han-
dling and to bring variety in animals’ daily life [18, 19].
Furthermore, cognitive enrichment achieved positive results
in studies with dogs [20–22]. For farm animals, cognitive
enrichment is not yet used as a common method. There
are several investigations concerning learning behaviour in
various farm animal species using, for example, acoustic
cues to bring a desired reaction [16, 23–25]. These studies
demonstrated animals’ ability to adapt behaviour in order
to be rewarded. Moreover, there are already simple forms
of learning in farm animal housing systems where animals
have to differentiate between the functions of various areas
of their environment or to remember the location of food
[26]. These specific behaviours can be quickly internalized,
and the animals perform the required reaction automatically
[12, 27]. Concerning the cognitive abilities and learning
behaviour of pigs, it was shown that the foraging behaviour
is a very useful issue to study links between sensory
abilities, cognitive challenges, and motivational processes
[14, 16, 28–31]. Pigs’ auditory acuity is better than that
of humans; thus, acoustic signals can serve as discrimi-
native stimuli, or as secondary or conditioned reinforcers
[27]. Furthermore, pigs seem to like sweet tastes; therefore,
sweets are well suited as a reward for some challenges [27,
32].

In our study, we intended to investigate the suitability of
cognitive enrichment based on a sound signal followed by a
food reward for young piglets in order to reduce aggressive
behaviour after weaning in conventional pig rearing systems.
We used a feeder giving an acoustic signal to announce a
reward in form of sweets, and suckling piglets were trained
during 8 days before weaning to react on that sound. Since we
worked with young animals, the reward used in the training
should be attractive to suckling piglets, should be practical
to be applied under farm conditions, and should be based on
previous behavioural experiments in piglets [33] and grown
pigs [34]; therefore, we used chocolate candies. Piglets were
expected to learn to respond to the sound, to stop their
current activity, and to collect the food reward. Using this
method, an attempt was made to interrupt occurring fights
between two piglets in resident-intruder confrontations by
distracting the animals from aggressive behaviour. Thus, our
main approach was to study whether cognitive enrichment
applied to young suckling piglets could be able in principle to

enhance management and animal welfare in later production
stages by reducing excessive aggression after mixing.

2. Material and Methods

The experiment was divided in two parts. In the first part
of the study, suckling piglets were trained to react to the
activation of an electronic dog feeder (MannersMinder-Pet
Premier, LLC). The piglets had to learn the link between
a sound given by the feeder and a feed reward in form
of chocolate candies during a training period of eight
days. In the second part of the study, the potential of the
learned behavioural responses to break or reduce aggressive
behaviour between weaned piglets was tested using resident-
intruder confrontations.

2.1. Training of Suckling Piglets. Four rounds of experiment
were conducted at the research farm Ruthe of the University
of Veterinary Medicine Hannover, Foundation, Germany. In
the research farm, a total of 90 sows were kept, and every 2
weeks five to six sows gave birth to piglets. For our study,
we used the piglets of two litters per round. In total, 78
mixed sex suckling piglets of the German National Breeding
Programme (BHZP) in eight entire litters with eight to 12
piglets each were studied from July 2011 to August 2012. In the
beginning of the experiment, piglets were 25 days old with an
average weight of 7 kg± 1 kg. The suckling piglets were kept
and trained in conventional farrowing pens (2.30m× 2.00m)
with partially slatted floor where the sows were placed in
farrowing crates as shown in Figure 1.

In the beginning of the experiment, all piglets were
weighed and individuallymarked using standard colour stock
marker.

The training consisted in the use of an electronic dog
feeder that played a “beep” sound and dispensed chocolate
candies after the sound. This equipment works based on
a remote-controlled reward system that uses positive rein-
forcement for training dogs to behave appropriately at home
and perform better in competitions. By rewarding desired
behaviours, the system helps redirecting a dog’s focus away
from barking at the door, jumping on guests, or begging at
the table. In our study, the equipment was used in principle
to arouse piglets’ curiosity and to train them to react on a
sound followed by feed dispersion during a training period
of 8 days. The feeder was placed on the wall of a farrowing
pen with height of 0.6m from the ground (Figure 1). The
feeder was activated by a remote control, and the observer
stood outside the room to limit the contact with the animals.
The training started when the pigs were 25 days old and
ended the day before weaning at the age of 34 days, giving
a total training period of 8 days with 2 days of weekend in
between. Training took one hour per day (10:00–11:00 am),
and during this time the electronic feeder was activated every
10 minutes, so that training was performed 5 times per day.
All the training sessions within the 8 days of training were
video recorded from a top view of the pen using two cam-
eras, a Guppy F-080C (Allied Vision Technologies, Germany)
with a SV-03514 3.5mm lens (VS Technology, Tokyo, Japan)
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Figure 1: Floor plan of the farrowing penswhere pigletswere trained
for 8 days.

with resolution of 1032× 778 pixels and a Guppy GC1350
(Allied Vision Technologies, Germany) with a Pentax 4.8mm
lens (Pentax Corporation, Tokyo, Japan) and a resolution
of 1360× 1024 pixels. Both cameras were connected to a
computer with LabVIEW Software (8.6,National Instrument,
TX) that recorded synchronised videos in MJPEG format
with variable frame rates between 10 and 20 images per
second. The computer’s processor was Intel(R) Core(TM)2
QuadCPUQ9300@2.50GHzwith 6GBof physicalmemory.
The operating system was Microsoft Windows 7 Ultimate.

2.2. Resident-Intruder Test. The second part of the study
was conducted in the rearing pens after weaning of trained
piglets. After 8 days of training, the animals were weaned,
moved to the rearing house, and mixed in groups of 12
piglets balanced by weight and sex. Per round, two groups
of piglets were formed. The mean weaning weight of all
piglets was 9 kg± 1 kg, with an average weaning age of 35
days. The animals were kept without litter on totally slatted
floor (0.38m2 per animal, animal : feeding place ratio 1.5 : 1)
separated from other piglet groups by solid pen walls. The
animals had ad libitum access to dry food and water. One
day before weaning, all piglets were individually marked
again. Three days after weaning, the reaction of piglets on
the use of the electronic feeder was tested during aggressive
interactions, such as fighting, biting, and mounting, in a
resident-intruder test.

For this test, an arena was formed by partitioning a
portion (1.0m× 1.8m) of the home pen (1.85m× 1.8m) of a
group of 12 trained piglets by using a black board made of
strong plastic. The electronic feeder used during the training
of suckling piglets was placed on the wall of the test arena
(Figure 2).

The tests began at approximately 10:00 h in the morning,
and the piglets were tested in a random order. The resident
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Figure 2: Floor plan of the weaning pens (experimental arena
included) where trained piglets performed the resident-intruder
test.

piglet was first isolated in the arena built in its home pen.The
intruder piglet which came from another group of trained
piglets was then collected from its home pen and placed
into the test arena already containing the resident piglet. The
observer stood nearby in a support at a higher level, so it was
possible to see the whole area of the arena.The start of the test
was defined as the time when the intruder was placed inside
the arena, and it took on average 7 minutes of observation.
If an attack occurred, the electronic feeder was activated
in order to break the aggressive interaction. If no attack
occurred within 7 minutes, the test was finished and the pairs
were changed. In all other cases, the test was ended either
when an escalated attack occurred that could not be broken
by the activation of the electronic feeder or after 5 minutes of
aggressive interactions broken by the activation of the feeder.
An escalated attack was defined as a sudden rapid sequence
of bites delivered by one or both pigs. Such attacks were quite
distinctive, involving characteristic rapid movements of the
head, and often the front legs would lift momentarily as the
attacking pig’s rear legs accelerated it forward. Single bites or
head knocks did not lead to the end of a test, especially if they
were broken by the activation of the feeder.At the endof a test,
the pigs were immediately separated andmoved back to their
pen mates. Pairs of piglets were randomly selected. The 12
resident piglets were tested once a day with different partners
for three days. All the encounters were recorded for later
analysis using two cameras Guppy (described previously)
placed 2.0m central above each pen in order to have a
top view perspective. Both cameras were connected to a
computer with LabVIEW Software (8.6,National Instrument,
TX) that recorded synchronised videos in MJPEG format
with variable frame rates between 10 and 20 images per
second.
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Table 1: Percentage of piglets around the feeder after 2, 5, 15, 30, 45, and 60 seconds of the activation of the feeder on different training days.
Different letters indicate significant differences (𝑃 < 0.05).

Reaction in: 2 sec (%) 5 sec (%) 15 sec (%) 30 sec (%) 45 sec (%) 60 sec (%)
Day 1 26.05 34.68a 43.40a 36.69a 43.24a 42.06
Day 2 18.76a 30.38a 44.23a 48.12 47.10 44.81
Day 3 28.58 54.83b 67.63b 69.19b 61.87b 52.24
Day 4 33.89 50.45 56.54 56.34 52.21 43.09
Day 5 22.47a 45.32b 52.82 50.26 45.80 39.82
Day 6 31.80 55.92 56.99 54.54 50.34 43.76
Day 7 28.10 55.58 61.38b 59.70 58.59 48.78
Day 8 38.24b 63.17b 63.25b 59.20b 51.50 43.80
All days (means) 29.56 51.21 57.00 55.17 51.51 44.44

2.3. Behavioural Observations. All recorded videos were
analysed using the software “Labelling Tool” [35] developed
in Matlab (R2009a, The MathWorks Inc., MA, USA). The
analysed behaviour was the interest of the piglets towards the
training commands, and for this reason, the number of piglets
around the electronic feeder was registered 2, 5, 15, 30, 45, and
60 seconds after the activation of the feeder.

When analysing the resident-intruder test, from 82
recorded videos and a total of 268 episodes of interactions
between two piglets, the observer identified which piglet
started the aggressive interaction and as a consequence which
piglet was the receiver. Furthermore, it was analysed if they
responded to the activation of the feeder or not, if a fight could
be stopped or not, and which piglet responded first or if both
or none of them responded.

2.4. Statistics. Statistical analysis was carried out using the
statistical software package SPSS, version 20 for windows.
The univariate procedure in SPSS was used to assess data
for normal distribution. When analysing the training data,
ANOVA analyses and post hoc tests according to student-
newman-Keuls test were conducted in order to find signifi-
cant differences between the tested parameters. The data of
resident-intruder test were compiled in frequency tables and
contingency tables, and to identify significant differences, the
chi-square test was used.

3. Results

3.1. Training. Table 1 shows the results of different training
days concerning the reaction of the piglets after 2, 5, 15, 30,
45, and 60 seconds of the activation of the feeder.

In the first column, the reaction of the piglets towards the
training is expressed as themean percentage of piglets around
the feeder after 2 seconds of feeder activation. Although there
was a significant difference between the second, the fifth, and
the last day of training, the percentage of piglets around the
feeder was not higher than 38% on the eighth day of training.
In contrast, 5 seconds after the feeder activation, we found a
higher percentage of piglets around the feeder on all training
days. There was a significant difference between the first day,
the second day, and the eighth day of trainingwith the highest

percentage of piglets around the feeder on the eighth day of
training (63%).

After 15 seconds of the activation of the feeder, the
percentage of piglets around the feeder increased reaching a
maximum of 67%, and after 30 seconds of the activation of
the feeder, the percentage of piglets around the feeder also
increased going up to 69%.

45 seconds after feeder activation, the percentage of
piglets around the feeder was lower than the seconds before,
reaching a maximum of 61% on day 3. 60 seconds after
feeder activation, the number of piglets around the feeder
was between 39% on day 5 and 52% on day 3, showing a
decrease of interest in the feeder during the last observation.
For the reaction after 60 seconds, no significant difference
throughout the training days was found.

The last line of Table 1 shows the average result for the
reactions of piglets in different seconds after feeder activation,
independent of the training day. It can be seen that generally
the number of piglets around the feeder waiting for chocolate
candies increased from 2 seconds (29.56%) to 15 seconds
(57%) after the feeder activation. After 15 sec, the percentage
of piglets around the feeder decreased, and 60 sec after feeder
activation, there were still 44% of piglets around the feeder.

3.2. Resident-Intruder Test. In the resident-intruder test,
piglets played different roles by being aggressors or receivers
during a certain confrontation.

In Figure 3, the kind of reaction was divided into none,
stopped, and not stopped aggressive interactions, and it
was noticed that, from the total number of 268 encounters,
79.5% of the aggressive interactions could be stopped by the
activation of the feeder.

In Figure 4, it can be observed that in 99% of cases only
one piglet reacted first to the feeder activation, from 213
aggressive interactions that could be stopped.

When we verified the aggressive interactions that could
be stopped when the aggressor or the receiver reacted to
the activation of the feeder, we observed that when the
receiver responded, around 93.1% of aggressive interactions
were stopped, and when the aggressor responded, 96.7% of
fights were interrupted. In 6.9% of cases, fighting did not
stop although there was a reaction of the receiver to the
sound signal, and in 3.3% of the cases, the aggressor reacted
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Figure 3: Kind of reaction (no fight, stopped, and not stopped
aggressive interactions) in relation to the total percentage of inter-
actions, 𝑛 = 268 interactions (𝑃 < 0.05).
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Figure 4: Piglets’ reactions in relation to the aggressive interactions
which were stopped after the activation of the feeder concerning a
total of 213 stopped aggressive interactions (𝑃 < 0.05).

on feeder activation; however, piglets continued fighting
(Figures 5 and 6).

Furthermore, the reaction of the aggressor and of the
receiver towards the feeder activation and also the amount
of no reaction, meaning that the piglets engaged in a fight or
there was neither an aggressive interaction nor a fight, was
analysed. It was observed that the aggressors tended to react
slightly more than the receivers related to the total number
of interactions (45% versus 38%, Figure 7) as well as those
related to the total number of stopped fights (55% versus 45%,
Figure 8).

4. Discussion

According to Puppe et al. [14], foraging behaviour of pigs is a
very useful issue to study links between sensory abilities, cog-
nitive challenges, and motivational processes. Additionally, it
was already shown that pigs can differentiate an individual
tone which is associated with a locally changing feeding site
being able to remember a certain combination [14, 31]. The
suitability of the use of an acoustic signal followed by a food
reward for conditioning of piglets was also confirmed in our
study. In contrast to other studies, where older pigs were
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Figure 5: Percentage of aggressive interactions stopped and not
stopped when only the receiver reacted after the activation of the
feeder concerning a total of 102 stopped aggressive interactions (𝑃 <
0.05).
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Figure 6: Percentage of aggressive interactions stopped and not
stopped when only the aggressor reacted after the activation of the
feeder concerning a total of 121 stopped aggressive interactions (𝑃 <
0.05).

trained, we used young suckling piglets, which were still in
the farrowing crates with their mother sows, and we showed
that even at this young age a food rewarded training was
possible.

For the training, the piglets in our study took eight days
to present increasing interest. Similar results obtained by
Laughlin andMendl [36] confirm the need for at least 10 days
of training for 16 Large White x Landrace male pigs which
were 10–12 weeks old to remember some training commands
and to display working behaviour related to these commands
with a high successful rate. When analysing the different
training days, we found that specifically from the third
day of training, the piglets showed significant improvement
regarding their response towards the training commands, and
it continued until the end of the training, on the eighth day.
Usually, pigs need a certain time to get accustomed to a novel
object or a change in their routine, so it is plausible to believe
that, after the period of habituation, the piglets relaxed and
learned quicker, presenting themselves in a higher percentage
around the feeder. When Mendl et al. [37] trained eight
Large White Landrace male pigs of 48 kg for performing
a foraging task, they reported that cases of defecation,
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Figure 8: Reaction of the aggressor and the receiver in relation to the
aggressive interactionswhichwere stopped after the activation of the
feeder from a total of 213 stopped aggressive interactions (𝑃 < 0.05).

a possible indicator of fearfulness, were observed for maxi-
mumof 2-3 days after the training started. Nevertheless, there
were never 100% of piglets of a litter around the feeder at
the same time. As the piglets in our experiment were 2.5
weeks old when training started, they were still initiating
with rooting behaviour and not very familiar with solid food.
For this reason, the sow represented the most important
food resource at that moment, having a bigger influence on
the piglets’ behaviour than dry feed itself [38, 39]. It was
already shown that even though creep feed was provided
ad libitum, piglets relied mainly on the sow’s milk, which
provides them not only nutrients but also immunoglobulins,
bioactive proteins, and peptides stimulating the development
of the stomach and small intestine [40, 41]. By the fact that the
piglets were trained in the presence of the sow, it can possibly
be explained why the percentage of the piglets around the
feeder was not higher than 69% in total.

Although the training was done in the morning when
piglets were more active, 2 seconds after the sound was
played, that is, at the moment of the food release, the
percentage of piglets around the feeder was not higher than
38%. One possible reason for this result can be simply

the amount of time that the piglets needed to approach the
feeder because, on the other hand, after 5, 15, and 30 seconds
after the activation of the feeder, the percentage of piglets
around the feeder was much higher with 63%, 67%, and 69%,
respectively. Another possibility can be the amount of time
which was necessary to make the connection between the
sound and process the information. When Puppe et al. [14]
evaluated the learning behaviour of 112 castrated German
Landrace male pigs starting at the age of 7 weeks, they
found that the animals, after 20 weeks of training, had a
success rate of 80% and the time spent from an acoustical
signal to the release of food by a “call-feeding-station” took
approximately 15 seconds. Zebunke et al. [16] worked with 24
German Landrace pigs at the age of 16 weeks and reported
the same time of 15 seconds from the time of the call until the
pigs approached the feed, dispensed by an automatic feeding
station, even after 7 weeks of training.

In addition, Croney [42] found that pigs performed better
on discrimination learning tasks when olfactory rather than
visual stimuli were used. In this sense, a farm environment
can be disturbing when taking into account the hearing of
the animals, by the fact that equipment and other animals are
emitting sounds at the same time.

After 45 and 60 seconds of feeder activation, the num-
ber of piglets around the feeder decreased, which can be
explained by the fact that chocolate candies were lacking
and piglets lost interest at that latest moment of observation.
Also, Held et al. [28, 30] and Croney et al. [29] found that,
generally, pigs are highly motivated if food is introduced as
enrichment; however, thismotivation can vary when the level
of competition is high and a constant amount of food is not
maintained [14]. This could also explain why never 100% of
piglets were observed around the feeder. The food release
caused also competition between the piglets with the stronger
piglets having privileged access to food. Weaker piglets could
probably only reach the food, when most chocolate candies
were already eaten by stronger piglets. For technical reasons
and because of lack of space, we could not offer a trough
where all piglets were able to eat at the same time without
disturbing each other. Nevertheless, good training results
were obtained, which were confirmed by a high efficiency
of the feeder in interrupting aggressive interactions during
the resident-intruder test. We showed that even under field
conditions with limited space allowance in a conventional
farrowing crate, it is possible to offer cognitive enrichment
and to train young piglets to react on certain stimuli.

To induce aggressive behaviour among two piglets and to
act on individual animals, the method of resident-intruder
confrontation was chosen permitting a good overview and
control of two interacting animals. Using a resident-intruder
situation, the training commands were proven to have pos-
itive effects during aggressive interactions since 79.5% of all
fights could be stopped by the activation of the electronic
feeder, showing that cognitive enrichment is generally suit-
able to influence aggressive behaviour in piglets. From earlier
studies, it is known that aggressive behaviour can be affected
in principle by environmental enrichment. Schaefer et al.
[9] showed the effectiveness of environmental enrichment
in reducing total aggression and the improvement of animal
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growth by testing different materials such as car tires, sugar-
mineral blocks, or teeter-totter. O’Connell and Beattie [43]
also verified significant less fights between animals raised
in environments provided with straw. Olsson et al. [44],
who tried a different approach in their experimental design
by providing sand to piglets in the farrowing unit in order
to reduce aggressive interactions during resident-intruder
confrontations, found that piglets raised in environments
with no bedding materials inflicted more wounds on each
other during dyadic confrontations. Furthermore, the estab-
lishment of social dominance relationships was impaired
in these animals compared to pigs from enriched rearing
conditions. However, all of these methods of environmental
enrichment have something in common which is that they
were not using cognitive challenges and thus are different
from our own study which is, to our best knowledge, the first
study investigating the efficiency of cognitive enrichment to
influence aggressive behaviour in pigs.

Regarding the number of piglets going to the feeder
after the activation, we found that in 99% of cases only
one piglet responded immediately to the sound so that
fighting stopped. This piglet could be the aggressor or the
receiver, since we found no significant difference between
the percentages of reaction of aggressor or receiver when an
aggressive interaction was stopped by feeder activation (55%
versus 45%). Also regarding the total number of encounters,
there was no significant difference between the number of
reactions of aggressor or receiver (45%versus 38%).We found
only a tendency for aggressors to react slightly better to the
activation of the feeder in a resident-intruder situation than
the receivers. However, if the aggressor or the receiver reacted
was not important for the effectiveness of feeder activation
on the interruption of fights. We saw similar high values of
stopped fights when the aggressor or the receiver reacted
(96.7% versus 93.1% of fights were stopped). In principle,
our hypothesis was that the most aggressive pigs would
probably be the best to react to the activation of the feeder,
by the natural motivation of pigs for competing for resources
[45, 46], in our case, the chocolate candies. However, from
our results, we conclude that it is not essential to influence
the piglet that starts fighting in order to stop the aggressive
behavior; it can also be useful to act on the piglet that is
attacked to interrupt a fight. Thus, it was shown that the role
that each piglet performed, as aggressor or as receiver, did not
influence its response to the feeder activation, but it was also
demonstrated that cognitive enrichment could have a high
potential to interrupt fighting between two piglets. Regarding
aggressiveness in resident-intruder situations, several studies
were already carried out; however, no information was found
concerning the reactions of piglets on different actuators dur-
ing fighting. When Erhard and Mendl [47] and D’Eath [48]
tested piglets in resident-intruder situations, they could not
find any connection between being the resident or intruder
during a confrontation and its aggressive score, as well as no
connection regarding sex, age, and body weight. From these
results, it can be concluded that the performed behaviour
in a resident-intruder confrontation is mainly caused by
individual differences in aggressiveness expressed by dif-
ferent piglets. Individual differences in aggressiveness were

already reported in other studies searching for behavioural
parameters related to aggression. Forkman et al. [49] and
D’Eath and Burn [50], who analysed the performance of
piglets in a Backtest, could not find a connection between
being high or low resistant and individual aggressiveness.
However, when Erhard et al. [51] and Bolhuis et al. [52]
evaluated high or low resistant pigs after mixing, high
resistant pigs were shown to be more aggressive towards
their penmates. Ruis et al. [53] observed the same relation
while analysing 76 low and high resistant female pigs. The
high resistant gilts showed more aggression in group-feeding
competition tests. Spake et al. [54] tested whether there was a
correlation between the Backtest performance as an indicator
of aggressive behaviour in a resident-intruder test and the
connection between fear/curiosity in response to a novel
object test. Neither the Backtest nor the novel object test
performances were behavioural indicators for aggressiveness
in a resident-intruder test. Individual differences in coping
style towards a certain situation may also explain why in our
study no relationship between being aggressor or receiver,
and the reactions to feeder activation were found.

5. Conclusion

In this study, it was shown that cognitive enrichment based
on connecting a sound signal to a food reward applied in
young suckling piglets can be used to influence aggressive
behaviour in resident-intruder confrontations after weaning.
We showed that it is possible to train piglets under practical
conditions in their farrowing crates to react on a sound
signal which can be used after weaning, to influence their
behaviour, particularly during aggressive interactions. Thus,
we conclude that cognitive enrichment is generally suitable
for pigs even at a very young age having the potential to
affect behaviour in later production stages. Further research
is needed to investigate if this kind of enrichment can also
be used to interrupt aggressive interactions of pigs kept in
groups, and thus, could attain practical relevance.
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